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DETAILED ACTION 

Petition Decision 

1 . Applicant's petition to withdraw holding of abandonment of the instant Application has 
been granted (see the Petition decision dated Dec 10, 2007). As such, this Application has now 
been revived. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1-3 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by GB 
2328196 A ('196). 

GB ('196) shows an apparatus (see fig. 1) for mooring a floating vessel over a seabed, 
having a floating dock [13, 19] with a thruster [21], wherein the floating dock comprises a rigid 
arm [1 3] and a float [1 9]. Because the float portion of the floating dock is partly submerged, the 
floating dock is considered to be semi submerged. A rigid connecting member [14] connects the 
dock to a single point mooring system [10] (see fig. 2). The dock is pivotally attached to the 
connecting member (see page 5, lines 13-26), and the single point mooring system is attached 
to the seabed by a compliant anchoring system. The floating dock further comprises buoyancy 
means [19]. 

Regarding the limitation "single point mooring system", Applicant may note that such is 
merely a mechanism that allows a mooring at a single point. In the present case, the ship 
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structure [1 0] is clearly shown as being used for mooring other vessels at a single point (fig. 1 ), 
and therefore qualifies as a single point mooring system. 

4. Claims 1, 2, 4-8 and 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
FR 2579558 A ('558). 

FR ('558) shows an apparatus (see fig. 1 and 5) for mooring a floating vessel over a 
seabed, comprising a semi submerged floating dock [13] with a winch [18], a single point 
mooring system [1] and a rigid connecting member [11] connecting the dock to the single point 
mooring system. The dock is pivotally attached to the connecting member and the single point 
mooring system is attached to the seabed by a compliant anchoring system [5]. The floating 
dock further comprises variable buoyancy means [19] (see fig. 4). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 5, 6 and 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
GB 2328196 A ('196). 

GB ('196) shows the single point mooring vessel attached to the seabed (see fig. 1). 
However, GB ('196) does not expressly show the single point mooring vessel comprising a 
floating buoy, or the buoy attached to the seabed by three equi-spaced anchor leg groups. 
Additionally, the single point mooring vessel does not show a winch mechanism. 
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The examiner takes Official notice that it is common and extremely well known in the art 
to provide a swiveling floating buoy - also known as a spider - to pivotably moor a vessel, such 
as the single point mooring vessel shown in fig. 1, and to attach the buoy to the seabed by at 
least three equi-spaced anchor leg groups. Therefore, it would have been obvious for one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention to provide a swiveling floating buoy with the single 
point mooring vessel of GB ('196) so as to allow it to effectively weathervane, without damaging 
the riser. Further, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to attach the buoy to the seabed by three equi-spaced anchor leg for achieving 
balanced and effective anchoring. Regarding the use of winch mechanism on sea vessels, such 
is notoriously old and well known in the art. A provision of such winch mechanism would not 
only have assisted material handling on the vessel, but also would have been capable of 
attachment - and therefore attachable - to another vessel and operable to facilitate entry of the 
vessel into the dock. 

Note: Because Applicant did not challenge or adequately traverse the Official Notice 
taken by the Examiner in the previous Office action, the limitation under Official Notice is now 
considered as admitted prior art. 

7. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over FR 2579558 A 
('558) in view of GB 2328196 A ('196). 

FR ('558) shows a semi submerged floating dock, but does not show a thrust producing 
device to facilitate movement of the dock. 

GB ('196) shows a semi submerged floating dock having a thrust producing device [21] 
to selectively move of the dock. 
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It would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
provide the floating dock of FR ('558) with a thruster, as taught by GB ('196). Having such an 
arrangement would have enabled one to efficiently maneuver the floating dock for an easy and 
quick engagement with an incoming ship. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claim 9 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 8/24/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Rejection based on GB 2328196 (196) 

Applicant's argument : Applicant has argued that the rigid arm 13 of the '196 reference 
cannot be considered equivalent to the "semi-submerged" floating dock because the rigid arm is 
either located at a depth greater than the draught of both floating vessels or on the water 
surface extended between each. 

Response : The rigid arm [13] and the float [19] are together considered to be the floating 
dock [13, 19]. Because the float portion of the floating dock is partly submerged, the floating 
dock is considered to be semi submerged. 
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Applicant's argument : Applicant has stated that the vessel 10 is typically either a ship or 
an oil rig, and has argued that the "complex structure" of either a ship or an oil rig cannot be 
considered to be a single point mooring system. 

Response : Applicant may note that a single point mooring system is merely a 
mechanism that allows a mooring at a single point so as to facilitate a vessel to weathervane in 
response to external forces. In the present case, the ship structure 10 is connected to the 
seabed by a compliant anchoring system and offers a mechanism for mooring other vessels at a 
single point. As such, it is clearly a "single point mooring system". Further, regarding the 
assertion that the vessel 10 is a "complex structure", such argument is not persuasive because 
the language of claim does not preclude the use of any "complex" structure. The ship structure 
10 is clearly shown as being used for mooring other vessels at a single point (fig. 1), and 
therefore qualifies as a single point mooring system. 

Applicant's argument : Applicant has argued that it is inappropriate to consider the vessel 
10 as a rigid connecting arm. 

Response : Examiner believes that the Applicant has mistakenly assumed the vessel 10 
of GB '1 96 as an equivalent of the rigid connecting arm set forth in the claim. In fact, the vessel 
10 is being equated to a single point mooring system. It is the longitudinal member [14] that is 
being considered as a "rigid connecting arm" (see fig. 2; and page 5, lines 13-26). 

Applicant's argument : Applicant admitted that GB '196 showed thrusters 21, but argued 
that these elements were not in conjunction with a floating dock "attached by rigid arms to a 
single point mooring system". 
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Response : Applicant is requested to see the above responses regarding the floating 
dock being attached by rigid arms to a single point mooring system. 



Applicant's argument : Regarding claim 4, applicant's arguments is considered 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection based on GB '196 has been withdrawn. However, the claim 
has now been rejected on new ground(s) in view of FR '558. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record in the attached PTO Form 892, but not yet relied upon, is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant 
is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Ajay Vasudeva whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-6689. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 12:00 - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, S. Joe Morano can be reached on (571) 272-6684. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Ajay Vasudeva/ 

Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3617 



